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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

The specifications do not adequately disclose how the 
method/system/device of claims 1,6, and 11 operate. In the specifications on 
page 4 lines 7 and 8, the pre-written filters are identified as a substitute for the 
specifically written filter. However, on page 4 lines 27 and 28, the specification 
states, "the pre-written filter file and the new specific filter file are loaded onto the 
router." These passages of the specifications appear to be contradictory. 

The process of matching the pre-written filter files with the specifically 
written filter as claimed in claims 2,3,7,8, and 12 is not defined in the 
specifications, nor is a pre-defined test for carrying out this process. 

The predefined set of criteria in claims 4,9, and 14 is not supported in the 
specifications. 
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Searching for identified defined features as recited in claims 5,10, and 15 
is not supported in the specifications. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 10 and 14 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 
10 shows dependence on claim 1, but should be dependent on claim 6. In claim 14, 
line 3, the word "predefines" should be "predefined". Appropriate correction is required. 

4. The following examination is made on the assumption that claim 10 is dependent 
on claim 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brendel (US App 2005/0125195) in view of Labovitz (US App 2003/0037136). 

Re claims 1,2,3,6,7,8,11,12, and 13: 

Brendel discloses (Re claim 1) "providing a router filter written specifically 
for the router" (Paragraph [0140] "the set of filters on the router"), "running a 
program on a computer" (Paragraph [0013] "It is an object of the present 
invention to provide a method, apparatus and/or software product for network 
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communication security"), (Re claim 1 ,2, and 3) to identify a filter that matches 
another filter (Paragraph [0140] "The third step is to find the set of filters on the 
router that most closely matches the filter request" where the matching process is 
according to a "pre-defined test"), and (Re claim 1) "loading said one of the pre- 
written filters onto the router" (Paragraph [0150] "The last step is to translate the 
filter request, which is the request to filter out the identified SPSS, into the actual 
commands for implementation of that filter on the router" where translating the 
request loads the filter onto the router). 

Brendel does not explicitly disclose "providing a set of pre-written router 
filters within one or more files" and substituting for a specifically written filter." 

Labovitz discloses (Re claim 1)"providing a set of pre-written router filters 
within one or more files" (Paragraph [0018] "the at least one control signal is a 
route entry stored in a memory") and substituting for a specifically written filter" 
(Paragraph [0018] "the at least one control signal is a route update" where in a 
route update, an older route entry is substituted for another route entry). 

Brendel and Labovitz are analogous because they both pertain to routers. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Brendel as discussed above as taught by Labovitz in 
order to make the routers be able to compensate for changes in the network. 
Re claims 4,9, and 14: 

Brendel discloses "running the program on the computer to identify which 
one of the pre-written filters most closely matches the specifically written filter 
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according to a predefined set of criteria" (Paragraph [0053] "The modules each 
evaluate data received and may implement filters to redirect or block particular 
packets dependent on the result of the evaluation and according to 
predetermined criteria"). 
Re claims 5,10, and 15: 

Brendel discloses "identifying defined features of the [filter] and searching 
the [filters] for the identified defined features" (Paragraph [0147] "if multiple 
matches exist for a given device, the row in which most of the filter vector fields 
are matched is selected" where the matches are for "features" of the "specifically 
written filter 1 ' and a match is made after a search of the "pre-written filters"). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Venkatachary (US 6,212,184) and Varghese (US 6,449,256) 
show storing routing tables. Hong (US App 2004/0213233) shows comparing routing 
entries with a routing table and forming a routing table. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohammad S. Adhami whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8615. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571)272-3088. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

MSA 10/28/2005 




JOHNPEZZLO 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



